
ALEXANDER LUBOTSKY

NEW PHRYGIAN έτι AND τι

L έτι

1. In New Phrygian (NPhr.), one has generally assumed two words
έτι (cf. Haas 1966: 96, Brixhe 1978a: 12, Heubeck 1987: 72 and fn.6,
etc.): a conjunction with a meaning comparable to that of Gr. έτι, and
a preverb or emphatic particle immediately preceding the participle
(τ)τετικμενο5 'cursecT.

The former meaning is based on two inscriptions where NPhr. έτι
Stands between κ(ι)νουμα and μ(α)νκσν: κινουμα έτι μνκαν οττεσταμε-
yoy δαδιτι Νενυερια (9)1 *made a grave and a Standing monument for
Nenueria* uelsim. and κνουμα έτι δεαδα μανκαν (18). As both κ(ι)νουμα
and μ(α)νκα- must be parts of the grave, cf. 105 νι σεμον κνουμανε
κακόν δακετ αινι μανκα τιετιττετικμενο$ ειτου (26) "whoever brings
h rm to this κνουμαν (grave?) or μανκα (monument?), let him be
cursed', it seems probable that κ(ι)νουμα and μ(α)νκα- are correlated
and that έτι is a conjunction meaning something like 'and'2.

2. Closer inspection of the occurrences of ετι(τ)τετικμενο$ shows,
however, that this word most probably does not exist. The dossier of
ετι(τ)τετικμενο$ based on the texts s given by Haas and Brixhe (cf.
fn. 1) can be divided into several categories (in the following I mostly
give only the apodosis of the malediction formulae):

1 The numbers of the NPhr. inscriptions refer to: Haas 1966: 114—129 (Nos. 1 — 110),
Brixhe 1978a: 3-7 (No. 111-114), Brixhe-Waelkens 1981 (No. 115). Brixhe-Neumann
1985 (No. 116). The numbers of the OPhr. inscriptions refer to Brixhe-Lejeune 1984.

2 In Old Phrygian (OPhr.), the sequence eti occurs only in etitevtevey (B-03), which can
be analysed eti-tevtevey. The form tevtevey strongly reminds one of anevnevey of the so-
cailed Myso-Phrygian inscription, published for the first time by Cox and Cameron
(1932) and included by Friedrich in his Kleinasiatische Sprachdenkm ler (1932: 140).
Cox and Cameron transliterate this word s anevnevef (Friedrich s anevnevesfr, but
Le)eune (1969: 47) proposed to transliterate the final sign of this word s a yod. The
division eti-tevtevey being confirmed by a~nevnevey, we may restore t]\evtevej at the
beginning of line 2 of the same inscription B-03 (the end of line l is illegible).
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a. In tcn inscriptions the sequence ετι(τ)τετικμενο$ has been restorcd
and is thus scless s evidence:
— δη διωξ ζεμελω[$ ετιττετ]ικμενο$ ειτου (4); restoration δη διω$ .

ζεμελω[$ τιτ τετ]ικμενο$ ειτου is equally possible and is given by
Calder (1911: 166).

— [ετιτ]ετικμενο$ ειτου (10); restoration [τιτ τ]ετικμενος is more pro-
bable and was already proposed by Calder (1911: 169).

- [ετι]τετικ[μ]ε/[νο5 α]ττι αδε/[ι]του (11); Calder (1911: 170) reads
[τι]τετικμε/[νο$].

— ιός αεμου κνου/μανει κα[κον] <αδδακετ> ετιτετεικμενο$ ειτο[υ] (19).
The scribe apparently left out a part of the inscription, so that we
do not know where the lacuna ends.

— ios νι σεμουν κν[ου]/μμανει κακουν [α]/δδακεττ [α]ικ[α]ι [ε]/ τιτ
τετικμεν[ο$] α$ τιαν ειτου (53) (for αικαι cf. Brixhe 1979: 180);
restoration of the ε at the end of line 3 is unnecessary.

— [i]os aas του σκερεδ/pias κακουν δακετ [. ]/ειττετικμενο5 [ /
.]αττιε ειτου (56). This is the text given by Haas (1966: 122), who
remarks: "Wohl doch [ε]/[τ]ιττετικμενο5". According to Calder's
drawing (1911: 199), however, the τ of δακετ Stands exactly under
the δ of the previous line (σκερεδ/), so that it is probable that the *
line ends with δακετ. The first letter of the next line looks like σ , _ ?
or ε in the drawing, but it could also be a τ. The rest of the line i ·,
seems to be intact, so that I read: [i]os aas του σκερεδ/pias κακουν |
δακετ/ τιτ τετικμενο$/ αττιε ειτου. " * · !

— αττι/η [ετ]ιτ[τ]ετικμενο[$ αδ]ειτου (65). According to Calder's M
drawing (l911:211), there is no room for two letters^at the beginning ? j
of line 2. Calder reads Α]ττι/η [θ]ιτ[τ]ε[τ]ικμενο[$ and remarks: ,|
"the second letter in line 2 is almost certainly O, not E". We may ;
perhaps read αττιη θιτ [τ]ετικμενο[$ and assame that θ is a mistake
for the usual τ. This inscription is fqund in Kur§unlu, t the north
of Iconium, in which region alternations between tenuis and aspirata -
are usual (for Cilicia cf. Neumann 1986: 82, for Lycaonia La-
minger—Pascher 1984: 14).

— ios νι <σ>εμ[ον κνουμανε κα]/κουν αδακε[ ]/ ετι[τ]τετικ[μενο5
ειτου] (68). The right side of the stone is abseilt (cf. Calder 1913:
98). Calder restores the second line s /κουν αδακε[τ, δεω$ ζεμελω$]. -
However, the restoration of the first line requires 13 or 14 omitted
letters rather than 12, s given by most scholars, because σεμουν is
preferable in view of κακουν, which most frequently has the same form
s the preceding pronoun (cf. Neumann 1970: 212 f.), and κνουμανει

occur s often than-κνούμανε. Ϊ wo ld therefore propose the following
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restoration: ιός νι <σ>εμ[ουν κνρυμανε κα]/κουν αδακε[τ δεω$ ζεμελως
κ]/ε τι[τ] τετικ[μενος ειτου]. See further ad c.

— τι$ κ εγερε[τ ε]/τιττετικμ[ε]νρι ιννου (71); the restoration is uncer-
tain.

— ...]/ ε[τι]/ττετικμενο$ ειτο[υ] (91); the part of the inscription preced-
ing the ε, is illegible, so that the restoration is uiicertain.

b. In two c ses the reading of the inscription must be cbrrected:
—- με 5ico[s ζ]ομολοο ετιτετικμενο$ ητον (5); s both ε and σ have a

round shape in this inscription, the reading ζ]ομολοο$ τι τετικμενος
is not only possible (cf. Ramsay 1905: col. 79ff.; Brixhe 1978b: l,
fn. 2), but even preferable because δεοος and ζεμελοο$ in nine of the
eleven occurrences have the same ending (Brixhe 1979: 185, fn. 27).

— is ετιτετουκμενουν ειτου (28) must be read 105 τι τετουκμενουν ειτου
(cf. Brixhe 1978a: 17, who follows Calderas reading in 1933: 89; cf.
also the photograph on pL 52).

c. In nine inscriptions we find κετι(τ)τετικμενο$, which is mostly
divided κ' ετι(τ)τετικμενο$ with elision of κε. However, the division κε
τι (τ) τετικμενο$ is not only possible, but preferable, s the elision of
κε in the position before ε- does not take place everywhere and was
probably facultative. The ε is elided in γεγρειμεναν/-ον κ' εγεδου (76,
106), cf. γεγρειμενοχν εγεδου (32, 33, 34, 36, 59, 60, 105), but, on the
other hand, we find κε εν σταρνα in 48 (Brixhe 1878a: 11), εναρκε
ερμοολο$ and κε ενπτοισινιοι in 116. The division of κεροκα (33) and
κοροκα (36) is unclear.
— [δεοα$ κε ζεμελοος κ]ε τι ετιττετικμενο$ ειτου (3); for the restoration

cf. Brixhe 1978a, p. 12; for the second έτι see below, sub e.
— ζειρα κε οι ττειες κε τιτ τετικμενα αττι[ε] αδειττνου (12).
— διο$ [κ]ε σζεμελα>$ κε τιτ [τ]ε[τ]ικμεγ[ο$] ειτο[υ] αττιη κε αδειτου

(39).
— δεω$ ζεμελω$ κε τιτ τετικμενος ειτου (40).
— αικοχν αττιη κε δεως κε τιτ τετικμενο$ ειτου (62).
— [ζεμ]ελοο${ι} κε δεω$ [κε αττιε] κε τι τετικμ[ενος ειτου] (92).
— με δεω$ κε ζεμελα>$ κε τι τετικμενο$ ειτου (96).
— με ζε<με>λοο$ κε δεως κε τιετιτετικμ[ενο$ ειτου] (97); for the second

έτι see below, sub e.
— με σζεμελοο$ κε δυω$ κε τιτ [τετικμενο$ ειτου] (113).

d. Twice ετι(τ)τετικμενο$ is found after cmri, where we must rather
read αττιε τι τετικμενος ειτου, cf. for this formula τι(τ) τετικμενο$
αττιε αδειτου (45, 61, 70, 100) or αττιε ειτου (56):
6 KADMOS XXVIII
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— αττιε τι τετικμενο$ ειτου (94),
— [ατ]τιε τι τετικμενρ$ ειτ[ου] (102); the restoration of Calder 1956:

p, 21 f., No. 108, cf. the drawing on p. 228.

e. The remaining material is confined to ten occurrences after τι(τ)
(for which see below. §§ 8 ff.), where the diyision τιε τι(τ) τετικμενο$
seems preferable (see further § 3):
— τιε.τιτ [τ]ετικμενο$ ειτου (2).
— [8εω$ κε ζεμελως κ] ε τιε τιτ τετικμενος ειτου (3); for the first έτι see

above, sub c.
— TOS νι με ζεμελω κε δεο$ [κ/] ε τιη τιτ τετικμενο$ ε[ιτ]ου (6); for the

reading cf. Brixhe 1978b: 1.
— δεο$ κε ζεμ[ελω ]ακε οι ειροια τιε τιτ τ[ετικμενοι ειττ]νου (7);

for ειροια cf. Brixhe 1978b: 9; alternatively, one may divide to read
ειροι ατιε (see further ad d).

— τιε τιτ τετικμενος ειτου (26).
— ζεμελω$ ιτε τιτ τετικμενο5 ειτου (75); Brixhe 1978a: 10—1 proposes

to see in ιτε a mistake for τιε.
— με ζε<με>λω$ κε 5εω5 κε τιε τι τετικμ[ενο$ ειτου] (97); for the first

έτι see above, sub c. .
— με δεω$ τιε τιτ τετικμένο5 ειτου (112).
— τιη τι τ[ετικμενο]$ ειτου (114).
— τιε τιτ τετικμενος ειτου (115).

3. Ι thus propose to divide τιε/ητι(τ)τετικμενο$ ειτου of the last ten
inscriptions s τιε/η τι(τ) τετικμένοζ ειτου and translate 'let him bee me
accursed by (the god) Tiyes'3. The formula τιε/η τι(τ) τετικμενο$ is
then comparable to αττιε τι τετικμενο$ έιτρυ (94, 102) or αττιη κε τι
τετικμ[ε]/νο$ ειτου (86), only without the preposition αδ ( n these
formulae and the god Tiyes cf. below §§5—6). fhere are several
considerations in fav ur of this analysis:

a. The alternation τιε ̂  τιη strongly recalls that of αττιε ̂  αττιη.
If we look at the distribution of η in the NPhr. inscriptions, we see
that η practically never appears in word-initial position:
s word-initial: ητον (5) "f r sonstiges titoH (angelehnt an griechisch.
ήτω)" (Haas 1966: 202);

in inlaut: μαιμαρηαν (31), τιηιον (58);

3 When the present p>aper had already been written, I learned that Prof. M. N. van
Loon had reached the sanpe cpriclu$ion several years ago in an unpublished article
*Some Remarks on thePhrygian Inscriptions'.
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in the ending -ης: δεκμουταης (31 vs. δεκμουταις in 9), πάρτης (42,
87), αλενττατης (69), μανκης (86% ττατερη$ (98), δ.κερη$ (116);

s word-final: δη (4\ Ξευνη (15 vs. Ξευνε 31, 69), κνουμανη (115 vs,
κνουμανε(ι) or κνοϋμανι passim), εκατη (or εκατηας, 116), and αττιη
(39, 62, 65, 86 vs. αττι(έ) passim and άτι 87, 1034);

uncertain: σιβη[ (30), ούτω αυτά ηκετ αν ... (30; so Haas 1966: 111,
but Calder 1956: 39, No. 195, reads ακκολταηκεταν, which rather
points to division ακκολταη κε ταν), ]τη[ (42), ]εμερη[ (72).
One can agree with Haas that "der Buchstabe η, der im Griechischen

bereits ann hernd = / lautete, bezeichnet ein stark geschlossenes e. Er
wird besonders dann verwendet, wenn / im Spiele ist" (1966: 202). The
distribution of η thus shows that the analysis of ητιττετικμενος in 6
and 114 s ητι- with η* instead οίε- is improbable.

b. It is striking that, in ten inscriptions with τιε/ητι(τ)τετικμενος,
we find no αττιε/η or αστιαν formulae, whereas the vast majority of
the τετικμενος curses do contain them. This indicates that the god is
already mentioned in τιε/ητιττετικμενο$.

c. The NPhr. malediction formulae generally make explicit by whom
the violator of the tomb will be cursed: we find constructions with
αττιε and ααπτιαν, with δεοο$ ζεμελως, etc. It seems significant that in
the whole corpus there are but four more or less complete inscriptions,
viz. 10, 28, 71, 82, where τετικμενο$ is used without a complement.

d. Only in two inscriptions, viz. 67 and 78, is τετικμενος not preceded
by τι(τ), so that the analysis of the text with τι(τ) immediately
preceding τετικμενο$ is a priori more probable. For the problem of
gemination see below.

4. The fact that formulae with τιε/η and with αττιη alternate is not
an argument against our analysis. We find more formulae which are
used with or without a preposition. A well-known example is δεοος
ζεμελα>$ next to με δεοος ζεμελοος and even once δη διω$ ζεμελως (4).
In the same way, we may analyze inscription 62 s ατ τιη κε δεω$ κε
τιτ τετικμενο$ ειτου "let him become cursed by Tiyes and the gods"
uel sim. Cf. also § 5 on ατ τι(ε/η) vs. s τιαν.

Also the asyndetic constructions ζεμελα>$ [τι] ε τιτ τετικμενο$ ειτου
(75) and με δεοο$ τιε τιτ τετικμενος ειτου (112) are not without parallel,
cf. δεοος ζεμελως τι τετικμενο$ ειτου (93) or με διω[$ ζ]ομολοο$ τι
τετικμενο? ειτου (5) (cf. Brixhe 1978b: 1).

4 If the reading of 103 is correct, one may probably divide ατιατιτικμενος s orria
τιτικμενο$, orria being an unusual spelling for οτπη/ε.
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More problcmatic is the syntax of [δεω$ κε ζεμελως κ]ε τηε τιτ
τετικμενο$ ειτου (3), το$ νι με ζεμελω κε 6εο$ [κ]ε τιη τιτ τετικμενο$
ε[ιτ]ου (6), and με ζε<με>λω$ κε δεω$ κε τιε τι τετικμ[ενο$ ειτου] (97),.
s the construction with three mcmbers and two times κε (Χ κε Υ κε

Ζ) is otherwise unknown in Phrygian. In constructions with two
members, κε is found either after the second metnber (Χ Υ κε), e. g.
5εω$ ζεμελω$ κε τιτ τετικμενο$ ειτου (40), or, more frequently, after
each member (Χ κε Υ κε), e. g. με 5εω$ κε ζεμελως κε (96) (Brixhe 1978b:
l f.). In constructions with three members we would also expect κε
after each member, and Brixhe (ibid.: 2) believes he finds Χ κε Υ κε Ζ
κε in two inscriptions, but both cases are uncertain, cf. [ζεμ]ελω${ι} κε
δεω$ [κε αττιε] κε τι τετικμ[ενο$ ειτου] κε οτ εκτει[ (92), which is based
on restoration, and ζε]μελω$ κε [δ]ε[ω]$ με KOWOU κε ισνιο[υ] αϊ πάρτης
(42), where Brixhe proposes to change με to κε. Consequently, there
seems to be no clear counter-example to the syntax Χ κε Υ κε Ζ.

I believe we must rather assume a mixture of two formulae, viz. με
ζεμελως κε δεω$ κε τι(τ) τετικμενος ειτον and τιε τι(τ) τετικμενο$ ειτου.

5. The analysis of τιε/ητιττετικμενο$ s τιε/η τιτ τετικμενο$, pro-
posed above, provides further support for the view which I have
defended elsewhere (Lubotsky 1988: fn. 11), viz. that two NPhir.
apodosis formulae αττι(ε/ή) (αδ)ειτου and αστιανειτου must be ana-
lysed s follows: * *
αττι(ε/η) (αδ)ειτου = prep. αδ + dat. sg. τι/τιε/τιη + 3 sg. impv.
(αδ)ειτου
αστιαν ειτου = prep. s + acc. sg. τιαν + 3 sg. impv- ειτου.

Both formulae mean *let him become cursed by Tiyes' uel sim* The
difference between these formulae is thus explained by the different
prepositions: αδ + dat. vs. a$ (< *es <*ens) + acc. This syntax is
confirmed by other inscriptions. For ά$· + acc. cf. α$ σεμουν κνουμαν
(31), s βαταν (33), s αναν (35) (cf. Neurnann 1986: 83). The only
other attestation of the preposition αδ/ατ is probably 14 [ι]ο$ νι σεμουν
κνο[υ]μανει κακιν αδδακετ αιν' άδ ατεαμα$ ... 'whoever brings h rm
to this grave or to (α)τεαμα$ .,.' where it is used in order to emphasize
the dative of (α)τεαμα$, which is indeclinable, cf. 105 νι σεμουν κνού-
μανει κακουν αδακετ αινι τιαμα5 ... (87) or ios νι σεμον κνουμανει
κακόν αδακετ αινι σα τ[ο]υ τεαμα5 (115).

The analysis of αστιανειτου s s τιαν ειτου was already proposed
by R. Meister (Xenia Nicplaitana, p. 168, which was inaccessible to me)
and accepted by Calder (1956: XXIX) and Heubeck ,(1987: 79 f.), whb,
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however, stick to the view that the αττι(ε/η) formulae contain the
name of the Phrygian god Attis. However, if our analysis of
τιε/ητι(τ)τετικμενο$ is correct, the theory operating with Attis in NPhr.
inscriptions can definitively be rejected.

6. The name Tiyes in the nom. sg. is probably attested in the OPhr.
inscription M-04 qkinanogavan : tiyes\ modrovanak : [?]avara[2], where it
bears the title modrovanak 'King of Modra' (cf. Neumann 1986 a).

Furthermore, the Phrygian town Τίειον is named after this god, cf.
the remarks of Stephanus Byzantius: Δημοσθένης δ'έν Βιθυνιακοΐς φησί
κτιστήν της πόλεςος γενέςτΟαι Πάταρον έλόντα Παφλαγονίαν, και εκ
τοο τιμαν τον Δία Τίον ττροσαγορεϋσαι (cf. on this passage Haas 1966:
67). The name Τίειον contains the suffix -eip-, which is frequently used
in Phrygian for the formation of adjectives. The same adjective occurs
in NPhr. inscription 58 τιηιόν εγεσιτ γεγριμενον, translated by Haas
(ibid.) *er soll das g ttliche Vorbestimmte tragen'. This curse is a variant
of a frequent NPhr. malediction γεγρειμέναν εγεδου τιος ουταν 'let
him get the established punishment of Tiyes' uel sim.^ which contains
the gen. sg. of the name Tiyes.

The case endings of the name Tiyes are those of a consonant stem,
and I would propose to reconstruct an ,τ-stem (for -s- > -6- > -0- see
Lubotsky 1988: 19 f.):

nom.sg. tiyes < *tiH-es
acc.sg. τιαν < *tiH-(e)s-m, cf. ουανακταν (88)
gen.sg. τιος < *////-s-os, cf. κ<ν>ουμινος (5)
dat. sg. τι(ε/η) < *////-s-et\ cf. κνουμανει/ι/η, βρατερε (31)

7. Accordingly, we may conclude that ετι(τ)τετικμενο$ does not exist
in NPhr. and that the only NPhr. έτι is the conjunction 'and' or adverb
'besides, in addition t ", which is very close to the use of Greek έτι.
The consequences of our analysis are discussed in the following section.

Π. τι

8. The word τι is found in most NPhr. malediction formulae, cf.,
for instance, 105 νι σεμουν κνουμανει κακουν αδδακετ τι ττετικμενος
αττι αδειτου (57), or ios νι σεμον κνουμανε κακόν αδακετ δεα>5 ζεμελω$
τι τετικμενος ειτου (93). The distribution of NPhr. τι was meticulously
analysed by Brixhe in a recent study (1978a: 8 ff.), and his conclusions
can be summarized s follows:
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a. NPhr. τι gcnerally vStands in the apodosis of the maJediction
formulae, immediately preceding the participle (τ)τέτικμενο$ 'cursed*
or the adjective (?) δρεγρουν in the formula ακκε οι βεκο$ ακκαλο$ τι
δρεγρουν ειτου, found in 33, 76, and 108. This distribution refutes the
hypothesis of Haas (1966: 82 ff» etpassim) that τι is an indefinite pronoun
'irgendein* belonging to κακόν/ν in the protasis and reflecting PIE *k?id.

b. NPhr. τι is a particle, reinforqing the following participle.
c. NPhr. τι, which is attested three times in the protasis:

105 νι σ[εμ]ον τ[ου] κνουμαν[ε] κακουν τι [αδ]δακετ (39),
ιο$ σα τι σκελεδριαι κακουν δακετ (67),
[ιο$] σεμον τι κνουμανι κ[ακον α]βερετ (103),
is probably of a different origin and is a variant of τ, το, του, occurring
frequently after demonstrative pronouns, cf. σεμιν τ κνουμανει (76),
σεμον το (27), σεμουν του (10); σα$ του σκερεδρια$ (56), σα του μανκα
(82), σα τ(ο)υ τεαμα$ (115).

d. The etymology explaining τι s a variant of έτι, which was
proposed by Dressler (1968: 48) and Gusmani (1967: 325) on the
grounds of the parallelism of two constructions, viz. τι ετι(τ)τετικμενο$
and έτι ετι(τ)τετικμενο$, is improbable because the latter construction
with the reduplicated έτι does not exist. The apparent occurrences of
έτι ετι(τ)τετικμενο$ go back to τι έτι (τ)τετικμενο$ (but cf. above,
§§2 ff.).

e. The particle τι is probably based on the pronominal stem */0-.
f. NPhr. τι is mostly followed by a geminated consonant, cf. τι

ττετικμενο$ (passim) and τι γγεγαριτμενο<$> (88) vs. ε/ορόκα γεγαριτ-
μενο$ (33, 36).

9. Ι believe that diese results can hajrdly be contested. The oiily
remaining problem is the geminati n. n the one hand, "il est evident
que la geminati n a, en neo-phrygien, cesse d'etre pertinente, cf. les
doublets αδδακετ/αδακετ αββερετ/αβερετ, o la geminee est etymologi-
que" (Brixhe 1978a: 14), which may account for some sporadic cases
of unetymological geminati n, cf. κνουμμανει (44, 53) vs. κνουμανει
(passim, cf., however, also κνουνμανει 101, 105) or αινι μμυρα (25). On
the other hand, the frequency of τι ττετικμένο$ shows that this explana-
tion does not hold here. Brixhe opts for an alternation between τετικμε-
vo$ after a consonant (and after a strong boundary) and ττετικμενο$
after a vowel, which accounts for τι ττέτικμενο$ and ετιττετικμενο$. .

Haas (1966: 88) explained the geminati n after τι by the assimilation
of the final consonant of *tid (according to him. < *k"id)i but in order
to account for the double -tt- in ετιττετικμενο$, he reconstructs the
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participle s *stetigmenos < *ste-stig-menos (to the root of Gr. στίζοο
Steche, brandmarke'). This etymology is problematic both from the
etymological point of view (Plir. -κ- vs. Gr. -γ-) and the semantic (cf.
Heubeck 1987: 74). Moreover, it seems str nge that word-initial st-
yields a geminate, whereas the same sequence in the middle of the word
is simplified to -/-.

Heubeck (1987: 70 ff.) refers to an old idea of Torp (1984: 14) that
the double consonant in ττετικμενο$ reflects the accent of the preceding
τι (= ετί), which is implausible from the phonetic point of view, and
which, moreover, would be the only case where the accent is reflected
by gemination.

10. Beyond any doubt, the most simple and straightforward explana-
tion of the gemination is to assume with Haas that τι ended in a
consonant (most probably, -τ or -5), which was assimilated to the first
consonant of the following word, cf. αδδακεκ γεγρειμ[ε]ναν (32) or
αδδεκεμ μανκαι (35) for the usual αδδακετ, αββερετ for αδ-βερετ, or
ακκε (33, 76, 108) for αδ-κε.

Nevertheless, both Brixhe (1978a: 8) and Heubeck (1987: 71) ex-
plicitly reject this explanation because of ετιττετικμενος where we find
the same gemination, but after the preverb έτι, which ends in a vowel.
As we have seen above, however, in all apparent cases of ετιττετικμενο$
the ε belongs to the previous word, so that here again we have τι,
followed by gemination. This counter-example being dismissed, nothing
prevents us from analyzing τιττετικμενος and τιγγεγαριτμενο$ s τιτ
τετικμενο$ and τιγ γεγαριτμενος, respectively. For the simple -τ- instead
of -TT- cf. orn (87, 103) instead of the usual αττι.

These considerations also open new prospects for the analysis of the
so-called βεκος-ίοπιηΜ^, ακκε οι βεκο$ ακκαλος τιδρεγρουν ειτου (33,
76, 108), s τιδρεγρουν can now be analysed τιδ-ρεγρουν. I hope to
return to this formula elsewhere.

As far s the origin of the particle τιδ is concerned, it is likely that
this particle reflects the anaphoric pronoun *id with added /- from the
pronoun *Λ?, *ΛΪ, *tod (cf. the emphatic Skt. particle /, which originally
was the same pronoun, only without the /-). For the formation compare
also the neuter of the West Germanic demonstrative pronoun: OE pis,
OS tbit, OHG dis^ which go back to *tid (Beekes 1982—3: 218), and
the Anatolian reflexive particle *-ft" (Hitt. -^, Luw., HLuw., Lyc. -//),
which seems to have the same origin (ibid.: 213, cf. also Brixhe 1978a:
14).
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